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PER CURI AM

Mohaned Lam ne Diawara, a native and citizen of Cuinea,
petitions for review of an order of the Board of Inmgration
Appeal s (“Board”) affirm ng, w thout opinion, the decision of the
immgration judge (“1J7) denying asylum wi t hhol di ng  of
deportation, and relief under the Convention Against Torture. W
dism ss the petition for |ack of jurisdiction.

D awara challenges the 1J's findings that his asylum
application was untinely and he failed to establish extraordinary
ci rcunst ances for an exception under 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1158(a)(2) (2000).
We conclude that we lack jurisdiction to reviewthis claimor the
merits of his asylum application. See 8 U S.C § 1158(a)(3)

(2000); Zaidi v. Ashcroft, 377 F.3d 678, 680-81 (7th Cr. 2004).

W also lack jurisdiction over Diawara’s challenges to the 1J's
denial of wthholding of deportation and relief wunder the
Convention Against Torture because he failed to properly exhaust
these clains in his appeal to the Board. See 8 U.S.C. 8§ 1252(d)

(2000); Asika v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 264, 267 n.3 (4th Gr. 2004).

Accordingly, we dismss the petition for review e
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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